(e.g. Singleton et al. 1995; Casey 2003) . Additionally, when children acquire language at the early proto-language stage they employ bodily movements that may be socially recognized as gestures or potential signs (Hoiting & Slobin 2007; Tomasello et al. 2007) .
Research on sign languages in relation to spoken languages and in relation to the types of visible communicative actions that normally accompany speech has been used as the basis for exploring aspects of linguistic theory. In particular, this has been evident in debates focusing on the nature of the human language capacity, its relationship to other aspects of communication and cognition, and the question as to whether or not the diverse range of languages we see in the world today share some universal patterns of organization (e.g. Pinker 1994; Evans & Levinson 2009 ). In sign languages, it has been claimed that certain types of signs combine both sign and gesture (Liddell 2003) . In a semiotic analysis of pointing actions in the Auslan (Australian Sign Language) corpus, Johnston concludes that pointing actions in signed language composite utterances (so-called 'linguistic' pointing) and those found in spoken language ones (so-called 'gestural' pointing) are fundamentally the same (Johnston (in press ), but compare with Cormier et al. (2013) ). A study investigating how signers and non-signers represent motion events (Schembri et al. 2005) highlighted a surprising degree of similarity in the responses from gesturers and from native signers of two unrelated sign languages and gesturers, thus offering some support for the claim that at least some verbs of motion in signed languages represent combinations of linguistic and gestural components.
In order to advance these explorations, the ALS workshop provoked stimulating discussion about such questions as: what is the role of 'gesture' in everyday spoken language communication and how does this compare with the role of 'gesture' in primary sign languages? What are the boundaries between the so-called 'linguistic' and the so-called 'gestural' (Johnston 2013) ? Are categorization systems used in gesture studies applicable in sign language research? What is the difference between a non-lexicalized sign and a gesture (in sign language linguistics) and between a 'gesture' and an 'emblem' in gesture studies? Furthermore, what theoretical tools and constructs do we need to move towards a modality-free perspective and a comparative semiotics of human communicative action (Okrent 2002; Kendon 2008; Johnston 2013)? This particular moment in time is an important one for researchers of gesture and sign languages in Australia to be looking at these issues as we have here some unique opportunities and approaches to addressing core issues of interest. There is a long and well-documented history of sign language research in North America and in parts of Europe (McBurney 2012) . Although documentations of Indigenous sign languages in Australia stretch back to the early twentieth century (see Kendon 1988) , more systematic studies of the variety of Indigenous and non-Indigenous sign languages in Australia started in the 1980s, with research efforts increasing significantly in the last decade. Recognition of the role that gesture plays in human expression has its origins in Classical times (Kendon 2004; McNeill 1992) . Recently, gesture research has grown rapidly, mainly emerging from studies conducted in the US and the UK. Coupled with the increasing recognition that signed and spoken languages have much in common is the impetus to understand sign languages used in a more diverse range of sociolinguistic circumstances, including those found in rural communities (Zeshan & de Vos 2012; Nyst et al. 2012) . At the same time a move away from the need to vigorously defend the notion that sign languages are languages in their own right paves the way for a new appraisal of the role that various lexicalized, partially lexicalized and spontaneous unconventionalized instances of human action play in communication. The fact that Australian Indigenous sign languages are used by hearing speakers as well as by deaf signers affords us an opportunity to examine the various influences of traditional sign and recently introduced Auslan in Indigenous communities where sign is still in everyday use. As well as a renewed interest in local Indigenous sign languages, Australian researchers are pioneers in fieldwork and corpora-based research techniques and several of our universities have state-of-the-art technologies for supporting these techniques as well as the digital film tools required for large-scale sign language and gesture analysis. The Auslan corpus project, initiated by Trevor Johnston, is one of the first of its kind in the world, and was the first to develop sound principles of lemmatization for sign language data (Johnston 2010; Johnston & Schembri 2013) .
One of the issues that comes to the fore in discussions about sign language and gesture is the different ways that these sub-disciplines of linguistics use seemingly standard terminology. Terms such as 'linguistic', 'nonverbal' and even 'gesture' mean different things in different contexts. While the papers in the current volume do not primarily address these terminological issues, as authors and editors we have been mindful of the use of such terms.
For some scholars in the field of gesture studies, the term 'gesture' is an allencompassing one, referring to all intentionally communicative visible bodily actions (Kendon 2004) . This definition would, of course, bring sign languages and gesture together. Many in the field of gesture and sign language studies, however, attempt to differentiate between subtypes of gesture, especially as they appear to reflect different degrees of interaction with speech, as well as sharing various language-like features. The work of McNeill (2000) has become perhaps the best known of these attempts at categorization. He recognized a range of gesture types including beat gestures (in which a range of hand shapes simply move to reflect different aspects of the prosody of the accompanying speech); iconic gestures that describe the size, shape or motion of referents (when occurring without speech sometimes known as a type of 'pantomime'); mimetic gestures that demonstrate real-life actions performed by the body by imitating or enacting them; and pointing gestures that direct body parts (e.g. fingers, arms, lips) towards referents or locations associated with them. It is less widely recognized that these gesture types (with the exception of beats) also occur within sign languages.
Although featuring in the title of the 2011 workshop, the term 'nonverbal' is not one used in the same way in gesture studies and in sign language linguistics. For some researchers, it primarily denotes a modality-based distinction that separates the communicative affordances of speech from a broad range of kinesic activities including gestures, eye-gaze, facial expressions and other bodily movements. For others, it has a different usage, indicating the difference between what is recognized as more conventionalized or 'linguistic' aspects of communication from those that are less so. Several of the papers in this issue address these aspects of sign language and demonstrate how pointing, iconic and mimetic gestures all play a role in signed discourse alongside lexical signs (but these papers reflect the general avoidance of the term 'nonverbal' in the sign language linguistics literature). In the sign language tradition, the mimetic gestures that demonstrate another's actions are increasingly known as 'constructed action' (analogous to the notion of 'constructed dialogue' used to refer to the use of imitation to represent another's speech (see Tannen 1986) ). Ferrara and Johnston (this issue) show how instances of constructed action-or enactment-are integrated with fully, partly and non-lexical signs in composite utterances in Auslan. Similarly, Hodge and Johnston (this issue) outline a corpusbased study of Auslan that demonstrates how the 'linguistic' and the 'gestural' are tightly integrated.
The Papers
The value of empirical corpus-based studies of signed languages (Johnston & Schembri 2013 ) is demonstrated in the first two papers in this issue. These studies contribute insights into the way meaning is negotiated in composite utterances in a signed language such as Auslan.
In spoken and signed language discourse, periods of gestural enactment, or constructed action, appear sequentially and simultaneously with linguistic signs. In the domain of signed language research, constructed action has been shown to be an important part of narrative discourse. However, there has yet to be much empirical investigation into its frequency or interaction with a signed language grammar. Ferrara and Johnston describe a corpus-based investigation of constructed action in Auslan. They present evidence that shows that constructed action may function as core elements of a clause and demonstrate how constructed action interacts with clause structure to form tightly integrated composite utterances (Enfield 2009 ). They conclude that syntactic investigations of signed languages must acknowledge this type of gestural behaviour and consider its contribution to meaning construction. This work points toward the need for more investigation of constructed action in spoken language discourse, particularly in the light of recent interest in variation and change in quotative constructions in English, many of which serve to introduce enactment in spoken language interaction (e.g. Rodriguez Louro 2013).
Pointing signs, depicting signs and manual gestures are all used for meaningful expression in Auslan, as are full or partial body enactments to demonstrate action or dialogue (Johnston 2012 ). Hodge and Johnston outline a corpus-driven approach to identifying clause-like units in a native signed language. They investigate the use of pointing signs, depicting signs, gestures and enactments to express core elements of possible clause-like units in Auslan narratives. They explore the frequency and distribution of the core argument and predicate elements of single clause-like units that were identified in elicited retellings of an Aesop's fable. Core elements of these units are described according to sign type, the order in which they appear, and handedness (articulation with the strong or weak hand). They find that one third of core elements of the single clause-like units in these Auslan narratives are expressed via pointing signs, depicting signs, gestures and enactments, in various orders.
Indigenous forms of signed communication in Australia have been referred to as 'alternate' sign languages (Kendon 1988 ) because they are semiotic systems that are not usually the primary mode of communication of a community, but rather a form of communication used alongside other semiotic systems, including speech and drawing practices. After several decades of neglect, research interest in the Indigenous sign languages of Australia is undergoing somewhat of a revival (Green et al. 2011; Maypilama & Adone 2012 Bauer 2012 ; http://iltyemiltyem.com/sign), building on the ground-breaking work of Kendon (1988) . In this issue, Green and Wilkins describe some of the features of the sign language(s) used in Arandic speaking communities of Central Australia. They give examples of sign use in different contexts-both with and without co-occurring speech, and draw attention to examples where the contribution that sign makes to complex utterances is in addition, or complementary to, that provided by other semiotic means. They discuss how sign works together with sand drawing (Wilkins 1997; Green 2014) , and suggest that the sand drawing space can be used with a function analogous to the way primary sign languages set up loci in space for the purpose of reference tracking. They also draw attention to several previously undescribed aspects of the sign system: the ways that signs may be 'modified' in communicative contexts which require an additional level of respect, such as when sign is used to communicate about avoidance kin, and the potential for tactile or 'hands on' signing.
As the field of gesture studies has developed, researchers have created ways of analysing and categorizing bodily movement phenomena. Gawne and Kelly present a study of gesture categorization, building on Kendon's (1978) observations that people generally have a consistent attitude towards what constitutes 'significant action'. They asked research participants to conceptualize their own categories of gesture and then analyse a short video that contained a pre-determined variety of bodily movements. They found that those who were not experienced in gesture categorization had a wider conception of what constituted 'gesture' than analysts did. In regards to the categorizations of gesture that non-analysts made, there were a range of schemas, which they broadly categorized as being 'form-based' and 'function based'. Kendon (1992: 240) suggests that 'the processes underlying the formation of expressions in gesture and the processes that give rise to morphological structure in sign languages may be very similar'. For a time what held back recognition of the commonalities between the two was the reluctance, on the part of primary sign language analysts, to acknowledge a role for 'gesture' in sign languages, and the relative lack of understanding, on the part of gesture analysts, of sign language linguistics (1992: 240). We hope that the papers in this issue will contribute to better understandings of alternate sign languages in comparison with spoken languages on the one hand, and primary sign languages and other semiotic systems on the other. Furthermore, we hope that they lead to new and innovative research that builds further on collaborations between those with interests in both sign languages and gesture: with its rich multiplicity of sign language traditions (Indigenous sign languages and Auslan) and a growing interest in co-speech gesture, Australian researchers are perhaps uniquely placed to undertake such work.
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